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DETAILED ACTION 

Notice to Applicant 

1 . The following is a Non-Final office action. In response to Examiner's communication of 
2/25/08, Applicant, on 5/27/08, amended claims 1, 18, 19, and 20, as well as the specification: all 
of these amendments have been entered. Applicant also cancelled claims 8 and 13-14. Claims 1- 
7, 9-12, and 15-20 are pending in this application and have been rejected below. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions 
and requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 1-7, 9-12, 15-17, and 20 are directed to non-statutory subject matter because it 
fails to meet the legal requirements of a 'process'. The first step in determining whether a claim 
recites patent eligible subject matter is to determine whether the claim falls within one of the four 
statutory categories of invention recited in 35 U.S.C. § 101 : a process, machine, manufacture and 
composition of matter. The latter three categories define "things" or "products," while a 
"process" consists of a series of steps or acts to be performed. For the purposes of § 101, federal 
case precedent has given a "process" a specialized, and limited meaning. Diamond v. Diehr, 450 
U.S. 175, 184 (1981); Parker v. Flook, 437 U.S. 584, 588 n.9 (1978); Gottschalkv. Benson, 409 
U.S. 63, 70 (1972); Cochrane v. Deener, 94 U.S. 780,787-88 (1876). A § 101 process must 
either (1) be tied to another statutory class (such as a particular apparatus) or (2) transform 
underlying subject matter (such as an article or materials) to a different state or thing. If neither 
of these requirements is met by the claim, the method is not a patent eligible process under § 
101. Here, the claims merely obtain, maintain, and provide data. These process steps are not tied 
to another statutory class, nor is there a transformation of the data pertinent to the claim. Thus, 
the methods of claims 1-7, 9-12, 15-17, and 20 are not patent eligible processes under § 101. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-7, 9-12, 15-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Matheson (U.S. 7,184,940) in view of a public use of Microsoft Project 2002 [hereinafter Project 
2002], as evidenced by Pyron, Special Edition Using Microsoft Project 2002, Que Publishing, 
August 5, 2002, pg. 1-47. 

6. As per claim 1, Matheson discloses a method of managing at least one collaborative 
process performed in accordance with a first entity and at least a second entity, the method 
comprising the steps of: 

obtaining information associated with the at least one collaborative process used to 
design and develop a product (col. 2, lines 39-46; A collaboration object model captures various 
information related to an online meeting (i.e., collaborative process); see also Fig. 3, Product 
Requirement, Productldea objects; Fig. 4, ProductRequirementDecision, ProductRequirement, 
ProductSpecification; ProductFunction, ProductFunctionDecision, Productidea objects); and 

based on at least a portion of the obtained information, dynamically maintaining 
an information structure representative of the collaborative process so as to assist at least one of 
the first entity and the second entity in managing at least a portion of the collaborative process 
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(col. 2, lines 39-46; col. 4, lines 28-32; Figure 2; The collaboration object model is an 
information structure.). 

Matheson further teaches wherein the information structure comprises a pyramid 
structure (Figures 3-5 represent relational design structures, or pyramid structures, as many of 
the objects have one to many relationships.) and updating one or more check points associated 
with the information structure (check points are inherent to relational object models as certain 
objects cannot exist before other objects. For example, in Figure 4 a design issue is encapsulated 
by (and cannot exist before) a design representation. Col. 6, lines 1 1-19) but does not explicitly 
disclose the remaining limitations of claim 1. Project 2002, in the analogous art of collaborative 
process monitoring and tracking, teaches wherein the context pyramid structure provides a 
representation of the status of the collaborative process including one or more global and local 
tasks (Pyron, pg. 32-33, Fig. 15.1, displaying the hierarchy of tasks and subtasks, as well as the 
status of each task and subtask), and comprises results of a time offset calculation (id. Table 
15.1, On Schedule indicator), a checkpoint calculation (id. Table 15.1, for example, Complete 
status indicator, however, all status indicators are arguably checkpoint calculations) and a 
potential energy level calculation (id., Table 15.1, Late Status indicator) for the one or more 
global and local tasks involved in the collaborative process. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify Matheson to include the teaching of Project 2002 because the 
claimed invention is merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element 
merely would have performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
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7. As per claim 2, Matheson discloses the method of claim 1 , further comprising the step of 
incorporating annotated business data into the information structure (col. 4, lines 28-52; A 
meeting plan object and conversation object include annotated business data as part of the 
collaboration object model). 

8. As per claim 3, Matheson discloses the method of claim 1 , further comprising the step of 
incorporating annotated design data into the information structure (Figure 3 represents an 
annotated design for data of the collaborative object model.). 

9. As per claim 4, Matheson discloses the method of claim 1 , further comprising the step of 
controlling data flow associated with the at least one collaborative process based on the 
information structure (col. 5, lines 14-36; Figure 3 illustrates the data flow associated with a 
collaborative session.). 

10. As per claim 5, Matheson discloses the method of claim 1 , further comprising the step of 
fetching one or more design data features for at least one of monitoring and tracking the at least 
one collaborative process (col. 6, lines 43-59). 

11. As per claim 6, Matheson discloses the method of claim 1 , wherein the at least one 
collaborative process is a business process (col. 5, lines 14-36; A meeting is a business process.). 
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12. As per claim 7, Matheson discloses the method of claim 1, wherein the at least one 
collaborative process is an engineering design process (col. 5, lines 37-37-65; A meeting may 
include a discussion on product design requirements.). 

13. As per claim 9, Matheson discloses the method of claim 1, wherein the information 
structure is multi-dimensional (Figures 3-5 represent relational design structures, or multi- 
dimensional structures, as many of the objects have one to many relationships.). 

14. As per claim 10, Matheson discloses the method of claim 1, wherein the information 
structure is multi-resolution (Figures 3-5 represent relational design structures, or multi- 
resolution structures, as many of the objects have one to many relationships.). 

15. As per claim 11, Matheson discloses the method of claim 1, wherein the obtained 
information comprises annotated data (Figure 3; The meeting discussion includes conversations 
from the meeting, which is annotated data.). 

16. As per claim 12, Matheson discloses the method of claim 1, wherein the obtained 
information comprises user input (col. 6, lines 43-48; Information discussed during a 
collaboration meeting includes data that is captured, modified and accessed by all meeting 
participants.). 
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17. As per claim 13, Matheson discloses the method of claim 1, wherein the step of 
maintaining the information structure further comprises updating one or more check points 
associated with the information structure (Check points are inherent to relational object models 
as certain objects cannot exist before other objects. For example, in Figure 4 a design issue is 
encapsulated by (and cannot exist before) a design representation. Col. 6, lines 11-19). 

18. As per claim 15, Matheson discloses the method of claim 1, further comprising the step 
of analyzing at least one of the obtained information and the information structure (col. 7, lines 
49-59; The decision tracking object model allows decision analysis to be performed using user 
supplied questions, answers and product design issues.). 

19. As per claim 16, Matheson discloses the method of claim 15, further comprising the step 
of generating one or more action representations based on the analyzing step (items 290 and 280 
in Figure 3; Action items and commitments are generated.). 

20. As per claim 17, Matheson discloses the method of claim 16, wherein the analyzing step 
is rule-based (The analyzing step is rule-based in that object-oriented relational database design 
requires that certain objects exist before others. Figure 3 illustrates a rule showing that Actors 
(i.e., meeting participants) make Commitments and Commitments ensure Actionltems.). 
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2 1 . Claims 1 8-20 represent corresponding apparatus, article of manufacture and method 
claims to the claims already rejected above. Therefore, claims 18-20 are rejected on the same 
basis as claims 1-13 and 15-17 above. 
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Response to Arguments 

22. Applicant argues that Matheson does not teach a pyramid structure. Applicant's Remarks, 
5/27/08, pg. 7. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. A pyramid structure comprises merely a 
single entity connected to a plurality of entities, as is evident from Fig. 19A of Applicant's 
drawings. Although not disclosed to the degree now reflected by the currently amended claim 1, 
Figs. 3-5 and col. 4, line 60 — col. 5, line 2 of Matheson at least demonstrate this one to many, 
single to plurality relationship so as to meet the limitations of now cancelled claim 8. 

23. Applicant's remaining arguments concern its most recent amendments: they have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

24. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

A. Davies et al., U.S. Patent App. Pub. No. 2003/0033 191 . 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JUSTIN M. PATS whose telephone number is (571)270-1363. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:00am - 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Beth Boswell can be reached on 571-272-6737. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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